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Technological advances have led to an increase in teams that self-assemble, meaning individuals 
have more power to choose whom they want to work with. This study aims to understand the 
mechanisms behind teammate choice. Specifically, a qualitative study and a social network 
approach were used to investigate the characteristics individuals take into consideration when 
choosing teammates. Two themes emerged from the qualitative study, indicating that individuals 
consider both accessibility (e.g., friendship and physical proximity) and desirable characteristics 
(e.g., conscientiousness and complementary skills) when choosing teammates. The quantitative 
social network study (on a sample of N=304 college students who completed sociometric 
measures of teammate invitations and personality) demonstrated that individuals tended to send 
teammate invitations to those: (a) whom they perceive to exhibit higher extraversion and lower 
neuroticism, (b) with whom they are familiar (i.e., via friendship and prior collaboration), and (c) 
who were similar to themselves (personality homophily) in three traits: emotional intelligence, 
preference for teamwork, and neuroticism. Further, the accuracy with which the teammate 
invitation sender perceives the self-rated personality of the target of the invitation (i.e., self-other 
correspondence in rated personality/attributes) is moderated/strengthened by familiarity, for the 




TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Introduction……………………………………………………………………………………..1 
Study 1: Qualitative Field Study……………………………………………………………....13 






















Much research in industrial/organizational (I/O) psychology focuses on team composition and 
performance, particularly because many of the most complex problems in businesses and 
government are solved using teams (Contractor, 2013; Mathieu, Tannenbaum, Donsbach, & 
Alliger, 2014). Despite the vast literature on team composition (Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; 
Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; Moreland & Levine, 1992; Steiner, 1972), a key question remains: 
what factors do individuals take into account when selecting their teammates? This question is 
important because the mechanisms for choosing who to invite to join your work team directly 
affect team composition. 
 Recent technological advances have led teams to become more autonomous than ever – 
individuals can choose how to assemble themselves and set their own direction. For example, the 
development of the internet has resulted in greater capacity to collaborate across distance and 
time, which greatly expanded the range of potential collaborators who could emerge as self-
organized project teams that assemble autonomously in order to accomplish particular tasks, or 
collaborate online to create goods and services, such as open source software (Contractor, 2013; 
Hahn, Moon & Zhang, 2008).  This increase in autonomy results in greater opportunities to 
choose work partners, which gives rise to important questions on what drives the composition of 
teams when they are self-organized.  
Moreover, individuals in a number of workplace settings have the opportunity to choose 
their teammates. For example, organizations are continuously involved in the selection process, 
and in many cases team managers are searching through the available applicants or current 
employees to select a new team member (Zaccaro & DiRosa, 2012). Teammate selection is also 
important for entrepreneurial endeavors, as when the founder of a start-up needs to select who 
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will join their team and help their company succeed. Team choice is also a critical part of 
academia where professors are choosing individuals to join their research team. This could be by 
selecting undergrad or graduate students to join their labs or choosing to collaborate with other 
academics to submit a grant. Furthermore, since the 1970’s researches have been continously 
increasing their collaborations across different universities (Jones, Wuchty & Uzzi, 2008). 
Needless to say, not everyone has the opportunity to choose their teammates at work but recent 
advances in computing and higher demands for job autonomy have led to an increase in teams 
where individuals have the opportunity to select their team members (Contractor, 2013).  
The attraction literature has focused on investigating what attracts people to one another 
and a number of characteristics have been found to increase attraction. For example, people tend 
to be attracted to those who are close in physical proximity, share similarities with them (e.g., 
age, socioeconomic status, and intelligence levels), and those perceived to be more physically 
attractive (Berscheid, 1999; Huston & Levinger, 1978; Montoya, Horton, & Kirchner, 2008; 
Reagans, 2011). However, this research has mainly focused on attraction to romantic partners or 
friends with little research focusing on teams. There are a number of factors that individuals may 
take into consideration when choosing teammates. It is possible that individuals use similar 
mechanisms when choosing teammates as they do with choosing a romantic partner or friends.  
The purpose of the current study is to examine the question, “how do people choose team 
members?” That is, when given the option to choose team members, will individuals elect to 
work with those who possess the characteristics that result in higher team performance (e.g., 
conscientiousness, agreeableness) or will they base their choice on other factors (e.g., familiarity 
and demographic similarity)? Homophily theories posit that individuals will assemble into teams 
based on attribute similarity, meaning that individuals are more likely to assemble into teams 
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with others who have similar attributes as they do (McPherson & Smith-Lovin, 1987; 
McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001). In contrast, theories of self-interest posit that 
individuals make choices to maximize their ability to achieve their goals. Therefore, in some 
cases individuals might seek to assemble teams with members who do not possess the same traits 
as they themselves do, but rather members with different skills from whom they believe they can 
learn (Ridgeway, 1984; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959; Williamson, 1991).  
The current study investigates the basis on which individuals choose whom to work with, 
which is an important antecedent to team composition in autonomously-organized teams.  The 
findings will inform us on whether individuals are good at perceiving others’ deep-level 
characteristics—underlying psychological characteristics such as abilities, personality, and 
attitudes— and how these perceptions are used when choosing teammates. This is of great 
importance to organizational psychology because having a deeper understanding of how 
individuals choose their team members allows us to gain a better understanding of the processes 
by which successful teams are formed.   
Team Composition and Team Performance 
In the study of teams in organizations, the first step in the team life-cycle is team 
composition (Bell & Kozlowski, 2011). Team composition research involves studying the 
attributes of team members, and has been characterized along three dimensions (Moreland & 
Levine, 1992). First, team composition research varies with regard to the characteristics of 
members studied (e.g., abilities, personalities, skills, demographics, and group size; see Steiner, 
1972; Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Hollenbeck, DeRue, & Guzzo, 2004). Second, team composition 
research varies with regard to its focus on team member mean attributes versus 
heterogeneity/dispersion of attributes (e.g., Steiner, 1972; Harrison & Klein, 2007; Harrison, 
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Price, & Bell, 1998). Third, team composition research varies in how it specifies the role of 
member attributes, be they outcomes of psychological processes, contexts for interpersonal 
phenomena, or (most commonly) antecedents of team performance and viability (as in the input-
process-output model; Hackman, 1987; McGrath, 1984; Steiner, 1972). The current paper treats 
team composition as an outcome of a social-psychological process of person perception, in 
which teammate invitations are guided by perceived personality and individual difference 
variables believed to contribute to team effectiveness. 
Researchers have found several empirical relationships between team composition 
variables and team performance. For example, gender composition (Joshi & Roh, 2009; LePine, 
Hollenbeck, Ilgen, Colquitt & Ellis, 2002), cognitive ability (LePine, Hollenbeck, Ilgen & 
Hedlund, 1997), teamwork knowledge and social skills (Morgeson, Reider & Campion, 2005) 
are a few attributes that have been found to relate to team performance. Moreover, a meta-
analysis by Bell (2007) enumerated several composition variables that consistently predicted 
team performance. She estimated relationships between team performance and the mean of 
several personality and individual difference variables in the team. Importantly, team 
performance in field settings was statistically significantly predicted by team member mean-
levels of conscientiousness (r=.28), agreeableness (r=.28), extraversion (r=.14), emotional 
stability (r=.18), openness to experience (r=.20), collectivism (r=.31), preference for teamwork 
(r=.22), and general mental ability (r=.21). Further, team performance in lab settings was 
statistically predicted by team member mean-level emotional stability (r=.07), emotional 
intelligence (r=.17), and general mental ability (r=.27). Given the relevance of team personality 
composition for team performance, it is essential to understand the personality factors that team 
members take into account when choosing other team members with whom to work. The 
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particular personalities, abilities, and other characteristics that come into play during the process 
of team assembly determine the composition of the team.   
Choosing Team Members 
In the current paper, we adopt the theoretical framework developed by Hinds, Carley, 
Krackhardt, and Wholey (2000) to explain the process of teammate invitations (i.e., choice of 
work partners). In Hinds et al.’s (2000) research, she identifies three primary factors that are 
theorized to explain the sending of a teammate invitation: (a) reputation for competence (grades, 
effort/hours spent working, and past project success), (b) familiarity (having worked together 
before), and (c) homophily (same gender, same race, and same functional specialty in the team). 
Our theoretical model for the current paper (Figure 1) specifies these three concepts as the most 
proximal antecedents of teammate invitations.  
In the sections that follow, we will first present Hinds et al.’s (2000) three primary factors 
that lead to teammate invitation (i.e., reputation for competence, familiarity, and homophily). 
Second, we will introduce the concept of observer perceptions of personality and competence, 
which we hypothesize relates to the probability of receiving a teammate invitation.  
Reputation for Competence. Group members may prefer to work with other individuals 
who can help their teams be more successful.  As pointed out by Hinds et al. (2000), research has 
demonstrated that the choice to work with someone depends on how much one expects that 
person can contribute to the group goal or task at hand (Ridgeway, 1984; Thibaut & Kelley, 
1959).  One possible theoretical explanation for this involves theories of self-interest (Green & 
Cowden, 1992; Miller, 1992), which can be interpreted as suggesting that the choice of a 
competent teammate will enhance the performance of one’s own group, which will in turn be 
rewarding to each individual in the group. Moreover, theories of social loafing indicate that 
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individuals are less likely to exert effort when working collectively than when working alone 
(Jackson & Williams, 1985; Kravitz & Martin, 1986; Latane, Williams, & Harkins, 1979; 
Ingham, Levinger, Graves, & Peckham, 1974). Importantly, when individuals perceive their 
teammates as high performers they tend to put in less effort into collective tasks than when 
teammates are perceived to be low performers (Williams & Karau, 1991). Noting this, I propose 
that individuals may be more inclined give a team invitation to those with a reputation for 
competence because this indicates that they themselves can put in less effort to the group task. 
As a second theoretical explanation for competence effects in teammate selection, the tendency 
to bask in reflected glory— a self-serving cognition by which one affiliates oneself with 
successful others in order to stimulate a feeling of self-glory (Cialdini, Borden, Thorne, Walker, 
Freeman & Sloan, 1976) — may also lead individuals to choose to work with others who have a 
reputation for competence.  
Consistent with the aforementioned theories (i.e., self-interest, social loafing, and basking 
in reflected glory), I note that Hinds et al. (2000) found a preference among individuals to work 
with those peers who possessed a reputation for competence, especially if these peers 
demonstrated competence in the domains that were relevant to completion of the task at hand. In 
the present study, we expect individuals to report that they prefer working with teammates who 
have a perceived reputation for competence.   
Familiarity. One method of choosing team members is to choose individuals with whom we are 
more familiar. In Hinds et al.’s (2000) model, familiarity was indexed as whether two individuals 
had worked together on a project before, and was the most robust predictor of teammate 
invitations. This effect is supported by the theory that past interaction between two individuals 
tends to result in more positive views of each another (Byrne, 1961; Festinger, 1953; Zander & 
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Havelin, 1960). This phenomenon has been extensively investigated in the interpersonal 
attraction literature. This literature supports the general hypothesis that attraction is positively 
related to opportunity for interaction or propinquity (Berscheid, 1999; Gullahorn, 1952; Lott & 
Lott, 1965; Reagans, 2011; Saegert, Swap & Zajonc, 1973; Segal, 1974). 
Additionally, there is the assumption that future behavior will be consistent with past 
behavior; and this leads to a reduction in uncertainty with increasing familiarity (Rhodes, 
Newman, & Ruble, 1990). Uncertainty reduction is seen as a core human motivation because it 
provides confidence in what to expect from one’s physical and social environment (Fiol & 
O’Connor, 2005; Hogg & Terry, 2000; Jetten, Hogg & Mullin, 2000).  As uncertainty increases, 
team members have a need to process larger amounts of information to execute a task and 
achieve a desired level of performance (Galbraith, 1974). The reduction in uncertainty leads 
individuals to choose to work with those whom they consider friends or with whom they have 
worked in the past.  
 We note, however, that this effect is a familiarity main effect (not an interaction effect). 
That is, knowing or having worked with an individual leads to teammate invitations, 
unmoderated by the degree to which the previous interaction resulted in successful task 
performance (Hinds et al., 2000). This is consistent the notion that familiar teammates are 
preferred because they reduce uncertainty, and not necessarily because they are higher 
performers. Hinds also suggests that familiarity is more likely to be used in teammate invitations 
because familiarity is easy to perceive, whereas competence is more difficult to perceive 
(Perrow, 1972). 
Hypothesis 1:  At the dyadic level of analysis, familiarity [i.e., (a) having worked together 
in the past and (b) friendship] will be positively related to teammate invitations.  
8 
 
Homophiliy. Finally, homophily refers to the notion that individuals choose to interact with 
others who are similar to themselves (Lazarsfeld & Merton, 1954; McPherson & Smith-Lovin, 
1987). These similarities may be surface-level characteristics (e.g., race, gender and age) or 
deep-level characteristics (e.g., personality, attitudes and values; Lazarsfeld & Merton, 1954; 
McPherson et al., 2001). Similarity results in greater attraction, trust, and affiliation than does 
dissimilarity (Carley, 1991; Huston & Levinger, 1978; Lincoln & Miller, 1979).  Indeed, 
individuals who are similar tend to join the same groups, enjoy spending time together and value 
each other’s contributions more than those who are dissimilar (Lincoln & Miller, 1979; 
McPherson & Smith-Lovin, 1987).  Importantly, when people are given the opportunity to 
choose anyone with whom to work, they generally choose those who are similar to themselves 
(Burt & Reagans, 1997; Lincoln & Miller, 1979). Jackson, Stone, and Alvarez (1992), use social 
identity theory to argue that individuals gravitate towards similar others because support of one’s 
beliefs and attitudes allows one to maintain a more positive self-identity.  
Similar to familiarity, similarity has been extensively studied in the attraction literature. 
This literature supports the notion that individuals tend to be more attracted to those who are 
similar to themselves across a variety of personal characteristics, including age, ethnicity, 
socioeconomic status, markers or intelligence, and personality traits (Botwin, Buss, & 
Shackelford, 1997; Montoya et al., 2008; Watson, Hubbard, & Wiese, 2000). This leads us to 
posit that the laws of attraction also apply in selecting teammates. That is, individuals will be 
more attracted to those who are similar to them and therefore are more likely to want to invite 
them to join their team. In the current study we expect people to choose to work with those who 
are of similar gender, as well those who share similar personality characteristics. 
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Hypothesis 2: Individuals will extend teammate invitations to those whom are similar to 
themselves (homophily), in terms of (a) gender and (b) personality. 
Self-Observer Perceptions 
In the previous section we discussed research that focused on the direct effects of 
familiarity and homophily on choosing teammates, but in the current study we are also interested 
in understanding some of the mechanisms by which these factors affect teammate invitations. In 
particular, the current study will elaborate one mechanism by which individual traits linked to 
competence results in teammate invitations. This mechanism involves the interpersonal 
perception of traits linked to competence. We draw from the self- observer personality literature 
(reviewed below), which states that individuals are good at perceiving others’ personality traits, 
and also explains conditions that facilitate the accuracy of person perception. 
The study of accuracy in perceptions of others’ personality traits has a long history in 
personality psychology and has been found to have implications for ratings of work performance 
and academic achievement (Connelly & Ones, 2010; Kluemper, McLarty & Bing, 2015; Oh, 
Wang, & Mount, 2011). A number of models have been theorized to explain the accuracy (or 
lack thereof) in observer-ratings of personality. In particular, well-known models include 
Funder’s (1995) realistic accuracy model (RAM), Kenny’s (1991) weighted average model 
(WAM), and more recently Vazire’s (2010) self–other knowledge asymmetry (SOKA) model. 
These models commonly theorize that trait observability and length of acquaintance affect the 
accuracy of observer ratings.  
Research in the subfield of personality judgment tends to focus on the convergence 
between self- and observer-ratings of personality with: (a) well acquainted and close others (e.g., 
McCrae, 1982; McCrae & Costa, 1987) or (b) strangers (e.g., Albright, Kenny & Malloy, 1988; 
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Borkenau & Liebler, 1993).  Findings have consistently illustrated that self-observer 
convergence increases with length and intimacy of acquaintance (Biesanz, West, & Millevoi, 
2007; Colvin & Funder, 1991; Connelly & Ones, 2010; Connolly, Kavanagh, & Viswesvaran, 
2007; Funder & Colvin, 1988; Letzring, Wells, & Funder, 2006; Paunonen, 1989).  
Funder’s (1995) RAM model posits that raters are better at accurately perceiving traits 
that are more observable. Traits high in observability are those that tend to be outwardly 
expressed (e.g., extraversion), whereas those low in observability tend to be more internal and 
not easily assessable by others (e.g., emotional stability or agreeableness). Similarly, Vazire’s 
(2010) SOKA model posits that observers can more accurately perceive personality traits that are 
high in observability. Indeed, empirical evidence supports the idea that observable traits and 
work outcomes exhibit larger self-observer correlations (Carpenter, Rangel, Jeon & Cottrell, 
2017; Connolly et al., 2007; John & Robins, 1993; Vazire, 2010; Watson et al., 2000). 
Importantly, both Connelly and Ones’s (2010) and Connolly et al.’s (2007)  meta-analyses found 
that all Big Five personality traits result in self-observer convergence, with extraversion having 
the highest self-observer convergence (ρ=.51 and ρ =.62 across the 2 meta-analyses) and 
agreeableness the lowest (ρ = .39 and ρ =.46).   
Moreover, Funder’s (1995) model postulates that individuals who are well acquainted 
have more opportunity to observe the target, and with more opportunity to observe comes greater 
congruence between self- and observer-ratings of personality. Additionally, greater opportunity 
to observe the target should result in the accrual of more information, and more information is 
related to greater accuracy of perception. Similarly, Kenny’s (1991) WAM model posits that 
length of acquaintance is directly related to the number of observed acts, which in turn affects 
self-observer agreement, such that agreement increases with higher length of acquaintance. 
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Indeed, in their meta-analyses, both Connelly and Ones (2010) and Connolly et al. (2007) found 
that length of acquaintance (familiarity) moderated the relationship between self-and observer-
ratings of personality, such that the relationship was stronger when familiarity (length of 
acquaintance, frequency of interaction and interpersonal intimacy) was high. We thus expect 
familiarity to moderate the relationship between self-ratings of personality and perceived 
(observer-ratings of) personality.   
Hypothesis 3: Familiarity moderates the relationship between self- and observer-ratings 
of personality, such that the relationship is stronger when familiarity is high. 
Importantly, there has been consistent support for convergence between self- and 
observer ratings of personality among strangers. Observers can reach consensus on a target’s 
personality traits even after having had only minimal interaction with the target.  Specifically, 
research has shown that consensus exists at zero acquaintance (Albright et al., 1988; Kenny, 
Horner, Kashy & Chu, 1992; Levesque & Kenny, 1993; Norman & Goldberg, 1966), in which 
zero acquaintance is defined as an observer’s perception of a target when the observer has never 
before interacted with or seen the target engaging in social interaction.  Additionally, the thin 
slices paradigm, similar to zero acquaintance, has shown that observers’ perceptions do converge 
with both self- and other-ratings, even when the observer is given only minimal information 
(e.g., a one-minute interaction, reading short sentences, photographs etc.; Ambady, Hallahan & 
Rosenthal, 1995; Borkenau, Mauer, Riemann, Spinath, & Angleitner, 2004; Naumann, Vazire, 
Rentfrow, & Gosling, 2009).  
This line of research has shown notable accuracy in observer ratings for both personality 
traits (Vazire, Naumann, Rentfrow, & Gosling, 2009) and competence (i.e., intelligence; 
Borkenau, et al., 2004; Borkenau & Liebler, 1993). Specifically, individuals can accurately 
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perceive the personality of strangers by merely viewing photos of them (Naumann et al., 2009), 
watching short videos both with and without sound (Borkenau, et al., 2004; Borkenau & Liebler, 
1993), and with 15 minute non-verbal interaction (Passini & Norman , 1966; Watson, 1989), to 
name a few. In addition to personality traits, studies have also shown that individuals can 
perceive competence [intelligence] after only hearing the targets read newspaper headlines 
(Borkenau, et al., 2004) or read a weather forecast (Borkenau & Liebler, 1993).  Based on these 
findings, I predict that individuals can accurately perceive others’ personality traits and levels of 
competence. I further propose that these perceptions of others’ personalities and ability levels 
influence the choice of particular teammates (i.e., potential teammates who possess the highest 
reputation for competence).  
The current study tries to understand how levels of traits linked to competence affect 
teammate invitations. I propose that in order for an individual target’s trait levels to garner a 
teammate invitation, the rater needs to be able to perceive that trait. I expect the perceived 
target’s traits will be correlated with their self-ratings of those traits. Moreover, the perceived 
levels of these traits will lead to team invitations.   
Hypothesis 4: Perceived traits linked to competence (peer rating of target traits): (a) is 
positively related to target traits linked to competence (self-rated), and (b) predicts 
teammate invitation.  
In testing Hypothesis 4, ‘traits linked to competence’ will be indexed using the 
personality and individual difference traits that were shown by Bell (2007) to predict team 
performance (i.e., general mental ability, conscientiousness, openness, agreeableness, 




Study 1: Qualitative Field Study 
Team assembly and composition have been predominantly studied using quantitative 
methods. While quantitative methods have provided important insight into team composition and 
how it relates to team outcomes there have been few attempts to explain how team composition 
comes to be. There’s a lack of understanding on the link between team member selection and 
how this affects overall team composition characteristics. It is important to understand whether 
individuals consider team composition characteristics that have been linked to better team 
performance when deciding who to invite to join their teams. Therefore, this exploratory 
qualitative study was conducted to investigate the mechanisms that affect how individuals 
choose whom to work with. Specifically, to identify the characteristics that individuals find 
important when choosing whom to invite to join their team.  
The grounded theory approach was used (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) to explore the 
mechanisms that take place when individuals are choosing teammates. This approach is 
encroached in the idea that the research in question is not grounded in any theories and the 
researcher has not predetermined which variables will pop up, what relationships they will find 
nor any expected outcomes. In this case, the theory emerges from the data. This is done through 
interviews. For this qualitative study we were interested in investigating the process of forming 
teams and in particular which individual characteristics lead to teammate invitations.  
Method 
Sample 
The exploratory qualitative field study consisted of 10 participants (5 male, 5 female). 
Five of the participants were undergraduate students at a large Pacific Northwest university who 
had the opportunity to choose teammates for a class project. The other five participants were 
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professionals whose jobs provided some power over choosing their teammates. The five 
professionals worked in various industries: catering, technology, education and consulting. 
Participants were compensated $10 for taking part in the interview.  
Procedure and Materials  
 Participants met with the interviewer either in person or by phone. All of the interviews 
were audio recorded. After participants signed the consent form (in person or electronically) the 
interviewer made sure they understood the interview would be audio recorded and then started 
the recording. Then the interviewer went through the semi-structured interview protocol. At the 
end of the interview the participant was debriefed and compensated $10.  
The interview questions were created to guide discussion on a couple of themes: a) how 
they form teams, b) how they choose whom to work with in a team, and c) whom they enjoy and 
don’t enjoy working with. Some of the questions were taken from the interview protocol used in 
Wax’s (2015) dissertation. The full semi-structured interview protocol can be seen in Appendix 
A. On average interviews lasted 24.44 minutes (SD = 8.14; ranging from 15 min., 24sec, to 42 
min., 8 sec).  
Analyses 
First- and second-order analyses were conducted to answer the research question. The first-order 
analyses followed Corbin & Strauss’ (2015) grounded theory method and coded the interviews to 
create general categories/themes. These general categories are higher-level concepts that 
represent phenomena and allow the researcher to reduce, combine and integrate data (Corbin & 
Strauss, 2015). In order to create these categories we conducted line-by-line analysis and 
interpretations of the interviews. Representative quotations were selected to demonstrate the 
general categories that emerged from the data, and these descriptive reports represent a first-
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order analyses (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991).  Four categories emerged from the interviews: 
familiarity and physical proximity, competence/task skills/interests, personality traits and 
communication skills. Next, the second-order analyses synthesize information from the first-
order analyses to develop a theoretical perspective to explain the patterns found in the data 
(Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991).  
First-order 
Familiarity and Physical Proximity. To start the interview participants were asked to recall the 
last time they invited someone to join their work team, and what led them to invite this particular 
individual to their team. Results demonstrated individuals tended to form teams with those who 
were accessible to them. That being they were close in proximity (physically close) or they have 
a close connection to them through their network. Specifically they invited individuals they had 
worked with in the past, friends, or someone they referred to them by a mutual acquaintance.   
 
The person I deliberately chose to work with is my friend. We had another class together 
we just turned around and made that eye contact. I guess the rest was proximity that 
brought the rest of the team with people who were just sitting next to us. (Participant 1, 
student) 
 
I chose people that I had familiarity with and had a good working relationship with. 
People who were known to me and who I believed that like cared about the vision I was 
going for. (Participant 6, professional) 
 
I asked my leadership [for recommendations] in areas that I didn’t know someone when it 
was outside my area of expertise…who has the ability and the insight to represent their 
area. (Participant 3, professional) 
 
In one class I was sitting next to someone I knew so I asked them to join and then I asked 
two other people who were together as friends. And then they asked a friend of theirs. 
(Participant 7, student) 
 
Perceived Competence, Skills and Interests. Descriptions of who they preferred to work with 
and who they tended to work well with in teams demonstrated that individuals wanted to work 
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with others who were highly competent and had expertise. Importantly, they revealed that 
individuals seek teammates with complimentary skillsets.   
 
Someone that I think has knowledge that I can use. So maybe they are from a different 
background. Like if I know they are young and they are computer savvy maybe more 
savvy on the social network than I am because of my generation I would definitely 
choose them  because I know they can offer something that I don’t have... if they have 
experience I would try and see what they can bring to the table. (Participant 7, student) 
 
In terms of intellectual interests I’m a lot more flexible on that… people who we have 
brought into the lab before have certain interests in certain topics and that allows the lab 
to go in directions that I wouldn’t have gone and some of those have been very fruitful 
and useful. (Participant 9, professional) 
 
I look for a skillset that I don’t have. Yeah people that I’ve enjoyed having in my team 
and people that I went to reach out for yeah; they have, they have a different background 
than me. They have different skillsets, be it they are an expert at a certain topic. 
(Participant 6, professional) 
 
If there is a skill I’m not good at then I choose someone who is good at that skill. 
(Participant 1, student) 
 
Personality traits. When participants were asked to describe specific characteristics they look 
for when selecting teammate’s, personality was a common trend among all of the interviewees. 
Importantly, this was the one category in which participants revealed they wanted their 
teammates to share similarities with them. Through the interviews people brought up 
characteristics that could be classified into all of the Big Five categories, as well as 
collaboration/preference for teamwork. The personality trait that appeared most consistently in 
the interviews was conscientiousness. Specifically, individuals tended to describe desired 





I want people who are similar to me in excellence, work ethic and the desire to want to 
do more than the bare minimum. To do the best work just because it’s the best work. 
(Participant 2, student) 
 
One of the things I value most is personality. And by personality I mean soft skills and 
communication, being able to deliver, being responsible, being on top of deadlines. That 
to me is very important. (Participant 5, professional)  
 
Reliability, and definitely just being able to do the job. Whether it be intelligence or just 
have the experience to do whatever we are doing. The third one would be…can they get 
along with other people. (Participant 4, professional)  
  
[I asked her to join the team because] She works hard, she gets good grades, she studies, 
she gets her work done early, she does a good job with pretty much at everything she 
does.  With other people I choose people who show up to class on time, who actually are 
prepared. (Participant 8, student) 
 
[I don’t like working with] people who are flaky who don’t show up to all the meetings. 
Or aren’t prepared for those meetings. Yea who don’t want to make progress between 
meetings?  (Participant 6, professional) 
 
I usually tend to want to invite people who are maybe somewhat similar to me, maybe 
like a little more introverted and people that I can like identify with, without having to 
have super deep conversations to know we have some similarities... The biggest thing is 
people who are similar and I can kinda feel like I would have some things to connect over 
with. (Participant 1, student) 
 
I like people who are calm who are low in neuroticism, I guess. Cause I don’t super 
understand the stress and anxiety…I don’t handle other people who can’t handle high 
anxiety situations. (Participant 10, student) 
 
Communication skills. When asked to describe who they enjoyed working with and their 
experiences with teams that worked well together or teams which did not work well participants 
regularly discussed communication. Either how good communication or bad communication 
affected their teams and whom they enjoyed working with.  
I like people who have ideas and are willing to voice those…just people who can be very 
blunt and about this is what I think the grant should look like… if I had to say things that 
I don’t like... about  being on committees… is that they talk way too much. They go on 
and on but they don’t have anything to say...and everyone just talks, talks, and talks while 




There was a few people on the team who weren’t able to perform. I guess to the 
expectations that I was looking for and yeah had a poor communication style umm and 
they also wouldn’t really accept feedback or suggestions… they weren’t receptive to our 
experiences and just wanted to do it their own way.  (Participant 6, professional) 
 
I work well with people who are good technical experts and know how to give and 
receive feedback. And are open to listen, to listen to what other people are saying. 
(Participant 5, professional) 
 
Clear communication. I want somebody I know I can talk with, that will listen, that we 
understand each other very well. I don’t want someone that looks bored, anxious or 
looking at their phone. I want a personality click. (Participant 7, student) 
 
Second-order 
Next, the first-order data were reviewed for patterns and processes used by the 
participants when selecting whom to work with. These data were organized to form an 
explanatory framework as to how individuals choose teammates. After synthesizing these data, 
two basic patters emerged: accessibility and desired characteristics. 
The first pattered that emerged was that individuals always needed to consider the 
accessibility of their teammate options. Their choice in teammates was always constrained to a 
certain group of people. The level of accessibility differed from team to team. Whereas the 
students were constrained to only choose teammates from their class, some professionals were 
constrained to choose only individuals who were part of their organization, and others had a 
wider range of options but were constrained by how large their network was (who they know). 
Additionally, depending on the team goal the participants may also be constrained by the 
expertise of the individuals in their network of potential teammates. There may only be one 
person in their network who has the skills and or experience needed to complete the team task. In 
the interviews some participants mentioned they chose certain individuals to join their team 
because they were the ones with the expertise even if the individual had undesirable personality 
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characteristics. Moreover, students mentioned their team choices were primarily affected by who 
was sitting closest to them and who they were acquainted with prior to the class project.  
The next pattern that emerged was desired characteristics. Participants discussed the 
characteristics they looked for when selecting teammates. Specifically, participants reflected on 
the individual characteristics they desired to have in their teammates and how these 
characteristics tended to result in good team performance. Personality traits, competence and 
skillsets were the characteristics that were most commonly mentioned by the interviewees. The 
variables that emerged match onto team composition characteristics that have been found to 
result in good team performance (Bell, 2007).  
Overall, the interviews demonstrated that individuals first have to consider the constraints 
of their selection pool and the team task. Once the constraints have been evaluated they then take 
into consideration the characteristics they desire in a team member. These are the two main 
factors that lead the individual to choose whom to invite into their team. 
Qualitative Study Summary  
The qualitative study offered some support for the hypotheses of: (a) perceived 
personality linked to competence (H4b), (b) familiarity (H1), and (c) homophily (H2). First, 
participants reported that they tended to extend teammate invitations to those who they perceived 
as highly skilled. One novel finding that emerged in this qualitative study was that individuals 
were attracted to teammates who possessed skills that they did not themselves have (skills 
complementarity). Next, other important characteristics that lead to team invitations were 
familiarity and propinquity. The interviewees were more likely to choose to work with 
individuals they already knew/had a relationship with or those who were physically near at hand 
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(propinquity). Finally, the qualitative study demonstrated that individuals want to work with 





Study 2: Social Network Study 
Next, we conducted a social network study in which the outcome variable was teammate 
invitation. This study allowed us to quantitatively test the mechanisms that lead to teammate 
invitations. Specifically, we are interested in testing if (a) perceived personality traits linked to 
competence, (b) familiarity, and (c) homophily lead to teammate invitations.  
Method 
Participants and Procedure  
Three undergraduate samples were collected from a Midwestern university. The samples 
were composed of N= 53, 121, and 130 (total N = 304).  Individuals were asked to take a two-
part survey. First, they filled out a survey with demographic variables and self-ratings of 
cognitive ability, the Big Five personality dimensions, emotional intelligence, collectivism, and 
preference for teamwork. Second, they were given a roster with all of their classmates’ names 
and asked to indicate who on the class roster they would invite to work with them on a team. We 
also measured familiarity ties. Along with the roster survey, we measured perceptions of 
personality, cognitive ability, preference for teamwork, emotional intelligence and collectivism.  
Measures 
Part 1: Self-report survey 
Cognitive Ability and Competence. We measured cognitive ability in three ways (1) 
self-reported overall GPA, (2) self-reported ACT/SAT score, and (3) 16-item International 
Cognitive Ability Resource (ICAR; Condon & Revelle, 2014) cognitive ability test (=.80). 
ICAR was only measured in sample 3. Additionally, we measured competence in the particular 
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class by attaining exam grades on the previous exam (i.e., the first exam of the semester) from 
the course instructor.  
Personality. We measured the Big Five personality traits by using Benet-Martinez and 
John’s (1998) Big Five Inventory.  This inventory contains 8 extraversion items (=.70), 9 agreeableness 
items (=.71), 9 conscientiousness items (=.74), 8 neuroticism items (=.71) and 10 openness items 
(=.70), for a total of 44 items. We asked participants to indicate the extent to which they agreed (from 
1-Disagree strongly to 5-Agree Strongly) with all 44 statements. Example statements are, “I see myself as 
someone who is inventive” (Openness) and “I see myself as someone who worries a lot” (Neuroticism).  
Emotional Intelligence. Participants responded to Wong and Law’s (2002) 16-item trait 
emotional intelligence scale (=.84). We asked participants to indicate the extent to which they agreed 
(from 1-Disagree strongly to 5-Agree Strongly) with the 16 items. Sample items read, “I really 
understand what I feel” and “I have good control of my own emotions.” 
Collectivism. Triandis’s (1994) (cited in Gelfand & Realo, 1999) 16-item scale (=.77) was 
used to measure collectivism. The participants were provided with the following instructions “We want 
to know if you agree or disagree with the following statements. The statements sometimes refer 
to your 'group,' which refers to your group of friends or any other group that you are involved in. 
Read each one carefully. Indicate your agreement or disagreement with the statement by using 
the following scale (which ranges from 1 to 5, strongly disagree to strongly agree)." Sample 
items read, “It is important for me to maintain harmony within my group” and “I really like to 
cooperate with others.” 
Preference for Teamwork. 3-items from Campion, Medsker & Higgs’s (1993) scale 
(=.90) were used to measure preference for teamwork. The items are as follows, “If given the 
choice, I would prefer to work as part of a team rather than work alone,” “I find that working as a 
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member of a team increases my ability to perform effectively,” and “I generally prefer to work as 
part of a team.” 
Part 2: Social network survey 
All of the following variables were measured using the social network roster method. 
Each participant received a roster listing the names of all their classmates. Participants were 
asked to rate each of their classmates on the following variables. Each participant was told to 
leave the response blank if they did not know a particular person on the roster.  
Teammate Invitation.  We provided participants with a class roster and asked them to 
“Please look carefully down the following list of students in this class, and place checks next to 
the names of people whom you would invite to work with you on a team (i.e., people you 
would choose as your teammates for a class project team).” 
 Familiarity. We measured familiarity through friendship ties and previous experience 
working on a team together. For friendship ties we gave participants the following instructions, 
“Please look carefully down the following list of students in this class, and place checks next to 
the names of people whom you consider to be your personal friends,” following Kilduff (1992). 
To measure whether participants had worked together before, we asked them to, “place checks 
next to the names of people with whom you have worked on a team before.” 
 Perceived Personality. To measure perceived personality we chose one item from each 
of the Big Five dimensions. These items were chosen by looking at the factor loadings provided 
by Benet-Martinez and John (1998) and choosing the item with the highest factor loading for 
each dimension. Based on high item factor loadings, the item, “This individual is talkative” was 
used to measure perceived extraversion , the item “This individual is helpful and unselfish with 
others” was used to measure perceived agreeableness, “This individual perseveres until the task 
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is finished” measured perceived conscientiousness, “This individual gets nervous easily” 
measured perceived neuroticism, and “This individual is original, comes up with new ideas” was 
used to measure perceived openness. Participants were instructed to, “please choose a number 
(1-5) to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree that the following statement describes 
that individual: (leave blank if you do not know that person).” Perceived personality was 
measured in all three samples. 
To avoid participant fatigue we used shortened single-item measures for each trait when 
collecting sociometric ratings. Using single-item measures for the perceived personality traits 
was not ideal. In order to justify using single-item measures we calculated the self-observer 
correlations between the scale-level self-ratings and the single-item observer rating for each trait. 
These correlations were then averaged across the three samples (N-weighted mean correlation). 
We then compared these relationships to Connelly and Ones’ (2010) meta-analytic self-observer 
correlations. Results demonstrated that the self-observer correlations obtained using single-item 
sociometric measures were not statistically different from those obtained in the Connelly and 
Ones meta-analysis (z-scores ranged from .15 to 1.79; p > .05; n.s.) with the exception of 
openness ( z = 2.24, p <.05). These mean self-other correlations can be found in Table 1. 
Perceived Cognitive Ability and Perceived Competence. To measure perceived 
cognitive ability we adapted a method used by Reynolds and Gifford (2001). We asked 
respondents to indicate the extent to which they agreed with the statement, “This individual 
could be accurately described by the word Intelligent.” Each target was rated on a scale ranging 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). For competence in the course, we asked 
participants to, “Please choose a letter grade (A-F) to indicate which grade you believe each of 
the following individuals currently holds in this class.” Responses were recorded on the scale, 
25 
 
“A+, A, A-, B+, B, B-, C+, C, C-, D, or F.”  These sociometric measures were only collected for 
sample 3.  
Perceived Preference for Teamwork.  In Campion, et al., (1993) measure of preference 
for teamwork, two out of the three items include the phrase “prefer to work as part of a team.” 
For this reason, we decided to measure perceptions of preference for teamwork by asking 
participants to indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the statement “this 
individual prefers to work as part of a team.” This sociometric measure was only collected for 
sample 3. 
Perceived Emotional Intelligence. We examined factor loading from Joseph and 
Newman (2010) and Wong and Law (2002) found that the item “I have good control of my own 
emotions” was consistently found to have one of the highest factor loadings  (.87 & .80) in the 
Wong and Law’s (2002) Emotional Intelligence Scale. We adapted this item to measure 
perceived emotional intelligence by asking participants to indicate the extent to which they 
agreed or disagreed (1-Strongly disagree to 5-Strongly agree) with the statement “This individual 
has good control of his/her own emotions.” Perceived emotional intelligence was only measured 
in sample 3. 
Perceived Collectivism. To measure perceived collectivism we examined the factor 
loadings reported by Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk and Gelfand (1995) in their measure of 
horizontal and vertical dimensions of individualism and collectivism, because many of these 
items overlap with the shorter Triandis (1994) measure used for the self-ratings of overall 
collectivism. The item “The well-being of my co-workers is important to me” had the highest 
factor loading (.67) for the horizontal collectivism dimension. Next, we adapted this item to 
measure perceived collectivism by asking participants to rate the extent to which the statement 
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“This individual believes that the well-being of their group is very important” described the target 
participant (1-Strongly disagree to 5-Strongly agree). Perceived collectivism was only measured 
in sample 3. 
Network Analyses 
Exponential random graph modeling (ERGM; Lusher, Koskinen, & Robins, 2013) was 
used to test the invitation network hypotheses (Hypotheses 1, 2, and 4b). ERGM allows us to 
gain an understanding of network emergence and tie formation, by treating the social network 
variable (in this case, teammate invitations) as a dependent variable in an autologistic regression 
model. Through this analysis we can test whether specific characteristics of the individuals in the 
network predict the observed pattern of relationships, while controlling for endogenous network 
effects (e.g., popularity and reciprocity effects in the social network). ERGM uses a set of 
defined parameters to simulate a distribution of randomly generated networks, and these random 
networks are then compared to the observed network to assess the likelihood of fit (Lusher et al., 
2013; Robins, Pattison, Kalish, & Lusher, 2007). This analysis is similar to a logistic regression 
in which you specify a variable you believe can predict the outcome (i.e., the outcome is whether 
a tie forms in the network), and where the parameter estimate is a log-odds. The log-odds is 
interpreted as an increase or decrease in the probability that a given characteristic will result in a 
tie in the observed network, compared to what is expected by chance. To specify, if the odds 
ratio is 1.0 then the characteristic (predictor variable) does not affect the probability of sending 
an invite, and if the odds ratio is 2.0 then the characteristic makes it twice as likely for an invite 
to be sent. An odds ratio of two-thirds (.67) indicates the likelihood of sending an invite 
decreases to only 2/3, corresponding to a unit increase in that particular characteristic (predictor). 
For the current analyses we used the structural zero approach (e.g., Luria & Kalish, 2013) to 
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aggregate the networks from our three samples for use in a single analysis. The statnet package 
in R was used to run these analyses (Handcock, Hunter, Butts, Goodreau, & Morris, 2014; 
Hunter, Handcock, Goodreau, Morris & Butts, 2008).  
Multilevel Analyses 
Hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) was used to test the moderator hypothesis 
(Hypothesis 3). To examine the moderating effect of familiarity on the relationship between self-
and perceived-ratings of personality, a dataset was created in which the self-ratings were 
matched with each of the (a) perceived-ratings from each observer, (b) previous collaboration 
with each observer, and (c) friendship ties with each observer. In this dataset perceived-ratings 
were nested within individuals. That is, in this particular analysis we treat observers as nested 
within target self (e.g., each target self-rating of extraversion corresponds to multiple observer 
ratings of that same target’s extraversion). Therefore, we tested multilevel models consisting of 
variables at level 1 (within-persons, observer ratings) and level 2 (between-persons, self-ratings). 
We chose a two-level slopes-as-outcomes hierarchical linear model to test the hypotheses using 
the SAS PROC MIXED procedure (Singer, 1998).  The following equation represents our 
models to test the familiarity interaction effects (Hypothesis 3):  
Level 1: Perceived Rating = β0 + β1(Familiarity_c) + rij 
Level 2: β0j = γ00  + γ01(Self_Rating ) + u0j 
β 1j = γ10  + γ11(Self_Rating) + u1j 
In this model, familiarity is person mean-centered (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998), and the term γ11 
represents the cross-level interaction effect of Familiarity × Self-Rating predicting observers’ 





The correlations, means, and standard deviations of the individual-level variables can be 
found on Table 2.  The correlation for the sociometric variables can be found on Table 3. In 
order to calculate these correlations we aggregated the network responses so that every person in 
the network had one average score for each sociomentric variable. The results demonstrated the 
observer ratings of the Big Five had weak to  moderate correlations with each other, between 
persons  r’s ranged from .07 (openness and extraversion) to .32 (conscientiousness and 
agreeableness). Moreover, perceived extraversion (r =.31, p<.001) and neuroticism (r = -.25, 
p<.001), had the strongest relationships with teammate invitation, at the between persons level of 
analysis.  
We begin by testing Hypothesis 4a, which involves the self-observer correlation for 
individual traits. Hypothesis 4a predicts that observer-ratings (perceived traits) are positively 
related to self-ratings of the same traits.  In order to test this hypothesis, the observer ratings for 
each personality characteristic were aggregated to create a mean observer-rating for each target 
person. These mean observer-ratings were then correlated with their corresponding self-ratings, 
for each trait. Results demonstrated that observer-ratings were positively related to self-ratings. 
The correlations ranged from .04, p >.05 for emotional intelligence to .34, p<.05 for 
extraversion, partially supporting Hypothesis 4a. Self-observer correlations can be found in 
Table 1. 
ERGM Results 
Hypotheses 1-3 and 4b were tested using ERGM. In addition to the parameter estimates 
used to test hypotheses, the ERGM approach also included the following endogenous network 
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effects as control parameters: (a) sending invitations (Arc), (b) inviting an inviter (Reciprocity), 
(c) popular invitees (Popularity hub), (d) active inviters (Activity hub), and (e) closure 
(Triangulation). First, sending invitations (arc) can be interpreted as the intercept in linear 
regression and represents the baseline probability that a tie will form.  Inviting an inviter 
(reciprocity) represents the tendency to reciprocate ties (e.g., if I choose you as a teammate you 
will also choose me). Popularity and activity hubs represent tendencies for centralization: 
popularity represents any distinctively popular individuals in the network in terms of receiving 
invitations, and activity represents centrality in terms of sending invitations. Last, closure 
accounts for alternating k-triangles [e.g., you and I have a tie to each other, which can increase 
the probability we both have ties with the same k other person(s), forming triangles].   
The ERGM results in Table 4 provide tests of Hypotheses 1 (familiarity) and Hypothesis 
2a (gender homophily).  Model 1 shows a statistically significant effect for both prior 
collaboration (1.18, p<.001) and friendship (3.53, p<.001), supporting Hypothesis 1. These 
coefficients can be exponentiated (e.g., e1.18 = 3.25) to yield odds ratios. As such, individuals are 
3.25 more likely to send out an invitation to those with whom they have previously worked. 
Additionally, friendship ties had the strongest effect of all the variables in this study: individuals 
were 34.12 times more likely to send a teammate invitation to those whom they considered 
friends. These results demonstrate that people tend to send teammate invitations to those whom 
they are familiar with. Next, Model 2 tested gender homophily (Hypothesis 2a). The parameter 
estimate was positive but not statistically significant (.07, p>.05), indicating gender homophily 
did not have an effect on the likelihood of sending a teammate invitation. 
Table 5 contains Models 3-5, which tested the homophily effect for personality traits. In 
Model 3 we tested each of the personality traits individually. Importantly, these models are 
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testing homophily between the targets’ self-rated personality traits and the invitation senders’ 
own self-rated personality traits. When each variable was tested individually we found that 
extraversion (-.01, p>.05; n.s.), openness (-.06, p<.01), agreeableness (-.09, p<.05), 
conscientiousness (-.08, p<.05), and collectivism (-.05, p<.05), all had small and negative 
parameter estimates. This means all of their odds-ratios were close to 1 (slightly less than 1), 
which indicates that having similar levels of these traits led to very small decreases in the 
likelihood of sending an invite. Next, when tested individually, neuroticism (.05, p<.01), 
emotional intelligence (.21, p<.001) and preference for teamwork (.40, p<.05) had positive and 
statistically significant parameter estimates. Specifically, individuals were 1.23 times more likely 
to send a team invite to those who had similar levels to themselves in emotional intelligence, and 
1.49 times more likely to send invites to those similar to themselves in preference for teamwork. 
The odds-ratio for neuroticism was 1.05, signifying that homophily in neuroticism only had a 
very small effect on the probability of sending a teammate invitation. Overall, this model shows 
partial support for Hypothesis 2a.  
Model 4 tested the personality homophily hypothesis for all of the Big Five traits 
simultaneously. The results for this model showed none of the estimates were statistically 
significant after controlling for the other Big Five traits, indicating the homophily hypothesis was 
not uniquely supported for any trait above the others. Furthermore, EI, preference for teamwork, 
and collectivism were tested together in Model 5. The unique homophily effects for emotional 
intelligence (.07, p<.05) and preference for teamwork (.06, p<.05) were statistically significant. 
Overall, Hypothesis 2b was partially supported.  
Next, ERGM was used to test if perceived personality predicted teammate invitations. 
First, Model 6 tested if perceived personality alone affected teammate invitation, with each trait 
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tested individually. We found that individuals were 1.32 times more likely to send a team invite 
to those whom they perceived to have higher levels of extraversion (.28, p<.001). Perceived 
neuroticism had a parameter estimate of -.28, p<.001, which indicates that individuals were less 
likely to send invites to those they perceived as high in neuroticism (odds-ratio =.76). Contrary 
to expectation, openness (-.22, p<.001) and conscientiousness (-.28, p<.001) had negative 
parameter estimates demonstrating that individuals were less likely to send teammate invites to 
those they perceived to be high on openness or conscientiousness. This finding does not fit what 
we would intuitively expect. We would expect individuals to choose teammates whom they 
perceive to be high on openness and conscientiousness. The parameter estimate for perceived 
agreeableness was not statistically significant. 
 Model 7 tested the effect of perceived personality when controlling for the targets’ own 
self-rated personality. Results were similar to what we found in Model 6. That is the parameters 
for perceived neuroticism (-.37, p<.001), openness (-.27, p<.001), conscientiousness (-.32, 
p<.001) and agreeableness (-.13, p<.05) were all negative and statistically significant after 
controlling for self-ratings on those traits. In other words, individuals were less likely to send 
invites to those whom they perceive to be higher on these traits, while controlling for the targets’ 
self-ratings of these traits.  Those with higher perceived extraversion (.17, p<.01) were 1.19 
times more likely to receive a team invitation, after controlling for self-rated extraversion.  All of 
these ERGM models accounted for endogenous network effects, which were consistent across 
models.  
Some sociometric variables were only measured in sample 3 (EI, preference for 
teamwork, collectivism, and cognitive ability), and we were unable to test the observers’ 
perceived variables with ERGM because these models would not converge.  This is always a 
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possibility when conducting ERGM. One of the reasons may be that there was not enough 
information to test the model with only N=130 persons in sample 3.  
Multilevel Results 
 Hypothesis 3 tested whether familiarity moderated the relationship between self-and 
observers’ perceived attribute ratings.  The results for the Big Five personality traits can be found 
in Table 7. The three samples were combined into one analyses when testing self and observer 
ratings of the Big Five. The results indicated that friendship moderates the relationship between 
self- and perceived- ratings of neuroticism (β = 0.38, SE = 0.14, p < .01; see Figure 2) and 
extraversion (β = 0.53, SE = 0.13, p < .001; see Figure 3), such that the relationship between self- 
and perceived ratings was stronger when the observer and target were friends, supporting 
Hypothesis 3. Moreover, previous collaboration was found to moderate/strengthen the 
relationship between self- and perceived ratings of extraversion (β = 0.45, SE = 0.14, p < .001; 
see Figure 4). Familiarity was not found to moderate the relationships between self and 
perceived ratings of agreeableness, conscientiousness or openness, indicating only partial support 
for Hypothesis 3. 
 Next, we tested Hypothesis 3 with the additional sociometric variables measured in 
sample 3 (i.e., EI, preference for teamwork, collectivism, exam grade, and cognitive ability). 
These results can be seen in Table 8, and the plots for the interaction effects can be found in 
Figures 5-7. The results demonstrated that prior collaboration moderated/strengthened the 
relationship between self and perceived ratings of emotional intelligence (β = 0.80, SE = 0.35, p 
< .05). Additionally, we found that both friendship (β = 0.16, SE = 0.05, p < .05) and prior 
collaboration (β = 0.13, SE = 0.06, p < .05) moderated/strengthened the relationship between 
actual exam grades and perceived exam grades. This indicates individuals were better at 
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perceiving exam grades when the person they were rating was either their friend or past 
collaborator. Collectivism, preference for teamwork, and cognitive ability self-other rating 
correspondence were not shown to be moderated by familiarity. All together we found partial 





 The trend toward teams that have more autonomy in assembling has brought forth the 
question of “How do people choose team members?” We were interested in investigating if 
people actually look for traits that have been linked to high team performance or if they use other 
mechanisms for choosing teammates. The decisions we make when choosing teammates are 
important because they directly affect team composition which then affects team performance. 
Our studies found that the strongest predictor of teammate invitations was familiarity. That is, 
individuals were more likely to choose teammates with whom they were friends or have had past 
collaboration. Additionally, individuals chose teammates who were similar to themselves on 
some personality traits (i.e., neuroticism, emotional intelligence, and preference for teamwork) 
and those who they perceived to be low in neuroticism and high in extraversion. Last, we found 
higher convergence between self-ratings and perceived ratings of attributes when the sender was 
friends with or had previously collaborated with the invitee.  
Qualitative vs. Quantitative Findings 
Our quantitative (social networks) study partially supported what participants expressed 
as important for choosing teammates in our qualitative study. First, the quantitative study found 
strong support for the theme of accessibility that emerged in the interviews. Those interviewed 
stated that they had a preference for selecting teammates whom they were familiar with (e.g., 
friends) or those who were close in physical proximity. Indeed, the social networks study found 
that prior collaboration and friendship were the strongest predictors of team invitations. Second, 
the theme of desirable characteristics emerged in the qualitative study. That is, the interviewees 
expressed that they specifically chose teammates who exemplified characteristics they viewed as 
desirable for teamwork. The social networks study found some support for the theme of desired 
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characteristics. Specifically, individuals sent teammate invitations to those whom they perceived 
to be low in neuroticism and high in extraversion. On the other hand, many individuals who were 
interviewed expressed they were inclined to choose teammates that were high in 
conscientiousness. The quantitative study did not support this, as participants were not more 
likely to choose teammates whom they perceived to have higher levels of conscientiousness. 
Moreover, interviewees expressed they chose teammates with similar personality characteristics 
as themselves; the quantitative study showed this to be the case with neuroticism, emotional 
intelligence, and preference for teamwork. Overall, the quantitative study results provided some 
support for the two general themes (i.e., accessibility and desired characteristics) that emerged 
during the interviews.  
Implications for Theory and Practice  
Research on the mechanisms that lead to teammate invitations is lacking. This study 
makes an important contribution to the literature on teams that self-assemble by increasing our 
understanding of the attraction mechanisms that lead individuals to choose teammates.  These 
studies found that familiarity is a critical factor for choosing team members. It is important to 
note that some of the themes that emerged in the qualitative study were not supported in the 
quantitative study (e.g., selecting teammates based on conscientiousness and openness). 
Indicating that what people think they use for selecting teammates may be different from what 
they actually use.  
The current study found that theories of interpersonal attraction for choosing romantic 
partners and friends may be applicable to teams. In fact, the attraction literature has found strong 
support for attraction based on similarities (McPherson & Smith-Lovin, 1987; Montoya et al., 
2008; Watson, et al., 2000), familiarity (Byrne, 1961; Lott & Lott, 1965; Reagans, 2011) and 
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physical proximity (Lott & Lott, 1965; Newcomb, 1956).  Our study found these theories can be 
applied to choosing teammates. As findings from both the quantitative and qualitative studies 
supported the notion that individuals base their teammate invitations on similarity, familiarity, 
and physical proximity (qualitative study).  
The findings of this study also have implications for the self-observer literature. In 
general, we found convergence between self- and observer ratings of personality, which garners 
further support for the notion that individuals have the ability to accurately perceive others deep-
level characteristics. Also, we found that individuals were more likely to choose teammates who 
they perceived to be high on extraversion and low on neuroticism, after controlling for self-
ratings on these traits. Indicating that it is important to account for perceptions of traits when 
studying the mechanisms behind teammate choice. Contrary to what was expressed in the 
interviews, the social networks study found that perceived levels of conscientiousness, 
agreeableness and openness did not increase teammate invitations. This may indicate that 
mechanisms like familiarity may be more dominant when choosing team members. However, 
this finding may have resulted from using a student sample. Students may care more about 
working with their friends than working with highly competent individuals. 
An important practical implication from this study comes from the results on familiarity. 
Much of the teams’ literature comes from teams that only come together for the research study. 
In this case, individuals were allowed to choose who they wanted to team up with and familiarity 
proved to be the strongest predictor. This has implications for the diversity of teams because 
individuals seem to be most attracted to those whom they already know. This may have 
implications for socializing new hires in a company. If individuals are always choosing 
teammates based on who they know then it makes it harder for new hires to be socialized and be 
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part of teams. Furthermore, who gets invited to join high profile assignments? Organizations 
may need to be more intentional if they want to integrate new hires into high profile teams and if 
they want their teams to be diverse.  
 
Limitations 
There are some limitations in this study. One limitation was the use of one-item 
sociometric measures for the perceived personality variables. The nature of collecting social 
networks data makes it difficult to use multiple sociometric measures for one trait because 
individuals have to rate each person in the network on that specific trait. We chose to circumvent 
participant fatigue by using one-item sociometric measures per trait. In order to minimize the 
issues that come with one-item measures, we chose the items with highest factor loadings on 
their respective scales. Additionally, we were able to demonstrate the self-observer correlations 
(between our sociometric measures and self-ratings of each trait) were of similar magnitude to 
meta-analytic self-observer correlations of personality (Connelly & Ones, 2010).  This provides 
some evidence for the validity of these sociometric measures. In the future, it would be advisable 
to measure less traits and use more items per trait to increase our confidence in the reliability and 
validity of personality traits measures using social networks.  
Another limitation is that the data was collected with a student sample. Using a student 
sample may affect the generalizability of this study as student samples are generally expected to 
have less experience than professionals, are less interdependent than professional teams, and may 
have a shorter lifespan than a professional team (Peeters, Tujil, Rutte, Reymen, 2006). This 
limitation does not impact the research of these findings, but instead should be taken into account 
when interpreting the results. For example, our study found that participants did not choose 
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teammates whom they perceived to be higher on conscientiousness or agreeableness; however, it 
is possible that these traits may drive teammate choices in work groups that have higher 
interdependence and a longer tenure. When people work together for a longer period of time, 
they gain a better understanding of who works best in teams and this, in turn, can affect who they 
choose as teammates. A longer tenure and greater interdependence may lead individuals to 
choose teammates who personify the personality characteristics that lead to higher performance, 
such as high levels of conscientiousness.  
Future Directions 
Unfortunately, there were some themes that surfaced in the qualitative study that we were 
not able to test with our social networks data. In particular, those interviewed expressed that they 
looked for teammates who had complementary skills, good communication skills, and physical 
proximity. One way in which physical proximity could be tested in classroom settings would be 
by assigned seating. The researcher would then have a seating chart and would be able 
empirically test the physical distance of those who are sent teammate invitations. It is essential 
that future research quantitatively evaluate whether individuals do indeed choose teammates who 
have complementary skillsets. Future research should also use socioanalytic methods to 
investigate how perceptions of communication skills affect the probability of sending team 
invitations. 
It is important to note that not all teams are the same. Teams come together to achieve 
different types of goals. In fact, Hollenbeck, Beersma and Schouten (2012) indicate that teams 
differ on three dimensions: skill differentiation (who performs specific tasks), authority 
differentiation (who has the authority to make decisions), and temporal stability (short-term vs. 
long-term teams). Importantly, during the interviews a few of the participants did indicate that 
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they form different types of teams at work (e.g., mentoring group vs. a project team). This begs 
the question “Do teammate selections also differ on these three dimensions?” Because different 
types of teams may require varied skillsets, and this, in turn, may affect the factors that 
individuals consider important when selecting teammates. Future research should evaluate 
whether or not the mechanisms for choosing teammates differ based on the type of team being 
formed.  
Conclusion 
This study aimed to understand the mechanisms behind teammate choice. The qualitative 
study found two general themes, indicating that individuals consider both accessibility and 
desirable characteristics when choosing teammates. The quantitative social network study 
demonstrated that individuals were more likely to send teammate invitations to: (1) those whom 
they were familiar with, (2) those who were similar to themselves on neuroticism, preference for 
teamwork and emotional intelligence, and (3) those who were perceived to be high in 
extraversion and low on neuroticism. Finally, familiarity strengthened the relationship between 






Self-Observer correlations (i.e., interrater reliability) for traits from Study 2 
Variable 
Study 2 avg. self-
observer corr.s  
(single-item observer) 
Connelly & Ones’ 
(2010) meta-analytic 
self-observer corr.s z-score 
Neuroticism 0.23* .14 .84 
Extraversion  0.34* .24 .90 
Openness 0.24* .20 .85 
Agreeableness 0.17* .23 .82 
Conscientiousness 0.22* .18 .84 
    
Emotional 
Intelligence a .04   
Preference for 
Teamwork a .09   
Collectivism a .11   
Exam Grade a  .20*   
Cognitive Ability a .07   
Note. N=304 (summed across 3 samples); a variable was only measured sociometrically in sample 3, 
N=130. All correlations are between targets’ self-rated attribute and the aggregated observer-
rating of the same attribute, aggregated to the level of the same target. Exam grade is the 
correlation between archival exam grade and aggregated observer rating of the target’s exam 
grade. 






Correlation Matrix among Individual-level Variables 
    Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 Neuroticism 2.92 .73            
2 Extraversion  3.18 .63 -.24***           
3 Openness  3.58 .55 -.05 .09          
4 Agreeableness  3.80 .56 -.34*** .08 .14*         
5 Conscientiousness  3.56 .59 -.33*** .11*** .09 32***        
6 Emotional Intelligence 3.97 .48 -.48*** .19*** .15** .43*** .49*** 
 
     
7 Preference for Teamwork 3.22 1.04 .02 -.09 -.06 -.07 .03 .04      
8 Collectivism 3.67 .45 .03 -.01 .01 .34*** .18** .24*** -.09     
9 Exam Grade [archival] 8.22 2.76 -.03 -.06 -.01 .04 .12* .00 .04 -.02    
10 GPA [self-reported] 3.41 .40 .02 -.05 .13* .12* .17** .01 -.03 .04 .50***   
11 ACT Score [self-reported] 27.88 3.61 -.10 -.04 -.05 .10 .00 .04 .13* .00 .04 .01  
12 Cognitive Ability Score a 7.50 3.58 .04 -.16 .15 .02 -.13 .09 -.05 -.14 .04 -.05 -.07 
Note. N=304 (summed across 3 samples); a variable was only measured in sample 3, N=130. SD= Standard deviation. 
*p < 0.05  
**p < 0.01  






Correlations among Sociometric Variables( Between-persons) 
  Variable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1 Neuroticism              
2 Extraversion  .16**            
3 Openness  .28*** .07           
4 Agreeableness  .16** .20** .22**          
5 Conscientiousness  .27*** .14* .32*** .31***         
6 Emotional Intelligencea .00 -.21* -.10 .24** .15        
7 Preference for Teamworka -.06 .12 .08 .03 .08 .15       
8 Collectivisma -.02 .31** .13 .53*** .46*** .24** .10      
9 Exam Gradea .11 .00 .03 .00 -.03 -.10 -.05 -.03     
10 Cognitive Abilitya .02 .10 .03 .04 .17 .02 .06 .00 .00    
11 Friendship  .17** .08 -.10 .18** .07 .20* -.02 .31*** .02 .03   
12 Prior Collaboration .26*** .23*** -.06 .18** .12* .24** -.05 .37*** .12 .04 .47***  
13 Teammate Invitation -.25*** .31*** .01 .06 .03 .23** -.20* .05 -.16 .06 -.17** .00 
Note.  N=304 (summed across 3 samples); a variable was only measured sociometrically in sample 3, N=130. 
*p < 0.05  
**p < 0.01  












Model 2: Gender 
Homophily 
Controls (Endogenous network effects)     
   Sending Invitation (Arc) -4.27*** -4.14*** 
   Inviting an inviter (Reciprocity) -.14* -.03 
   Popular invitees (Popularity Hub)  -.07*** -.07*** 
   Active inviters (Activity Hub) .41*** .39*** 
   Closure (Triangulation) -.09*** -.10*** 
Familiarity   








Homophily : Gender     
   Gender (same gender invite)    
.07 
(1.07) 
Note. Maximum likelihood estimates. Odds ratios appear in parentheses below the ML estimates.  
*p < 0.05  
**p < 0.01  








ERGM Results for Sending Teammate Invitations: Personality Homophily (H2b) 
Variable 
Model 3: Personality 
Homophily (One 
Trait at a Time) 
Model 4: 
Personality 







Controls (Endogenous network 
effects) 
      




















Homophily: Personality       














































Note. Maximum likelihood estimates. Odds ratios appear in parentheses below the ML estimates. 
Homophily effects represent the difference between receivers’ self-reported trait and senders’ self-
reported trait. A positive homophily effects means the probability of sending an invite increases as the 
similarity between two individuals’ increases.  
*p < 0.05  
**p < 0.01  





ERGM Results for Sending Teammate Invitations (H4b) 
Variable 
Model 6: Perceived 
Personality 
(One trait at a time) 
Model 7: Perceived 
Personality and Receiver 
Self-Rated Personality 
together 
(One trait at a time) 
Controls (Endogenous network effects)    
   Sending Invitation (Arc) (differs between models) (differs between models) 
   Inviting an inviter (Reciprocity) (differs between models) (differs between models) 
   Popular invitees (Popularity Hub)  (differs between models) (differs between models) 
   Active inviters (Activity Hub) (differs between models) (differs between models) 
   Closure (Triangulation) (differs between models) (differs between models) 
Competence: Personality    
   Receiver Self-Rated Neuroticism 
 .08 
 (1.08) 




   Receiver Self-Rated Extraversion  
    







   Receiver Self-Rated Openness  .05 
     (1.05) 





   Receiver Self-Rated Agreeableness 
 .14** 
 (1.15) 















Note. Maximum likelihood estimates. Odds ratios appear in parentheses below the ML estimates.   
*p < 0.05  
**p < 0.01  





Multilevel Analyses for Personality Variables 
    Friendship   Prior Collaboration 
Variable  Estimate SE t  Estimate SE t 
Neuroticism Level 1               
 Intercept (β0) 2.04 .12 17.36***  2.05 .12 17.27*** 
 Familiarity (β1) -.90 .42 -2.14**  -.60 .43 -1.39 
 Level 2        
 Self-rating (γ01) .09 .04 2.23*  .09 .04 2.16* 
 
Self-rating × 
Familiarity (γ11) .38 .14 2.77**  .28 .15 1.90 
Extraversion Level 1               
 Intercept (β0) 2.60 .14 18.58***  2.56 .14 18.58*** 
 Familiarity (β1) -1.20 .42 -2.88**  -1.06 .46 -2.3** 
 Level 2        
 Self-rating (γ01) .24 .04 5.63***  .23 .04 5.62*** 
 
Self-rating × 
Familiarity (γ11) .53 .13 4.14***  .45 .14 3.29*** 
Openness Level 1               
 Intercept (β0) 2.45 .25 10.04***  2.47 .25 9.89*** 
 Familiarity (β1) 1.46 .77 1.90  1.09 .86 1.27 
 Level 2        
 Self-rating (γ01) .19 .07 2.78**  .20 .07 2.86** 
  
Self-rating × 
Familiarity (γ11) -.34 .21 -1.60   -.22 .24 -.92 
Agreeableness Level 1               
 Intercept (β0) 2.80 .26 10.86***  2.78 .26 10.62*** 
 Familiarity (β1) .48 .85 .57  1.20 .95 1.26 
 Level 2        
 Self-rating (γ01) .15 .07 2.26**  .17 .07 2.43** 
 
Self-rating × 
Familiarity (γ11) .12 .22 .53  -.06 .24 -.25 
Conscientiousness Level 1               
 Intercept (β0) 3.55 .20 17.51***  3.53 .20 17.48*** 
 Familiarity (β1) -.85 .66 -1.29  -.87 .71 -1.22 
 Level 2        
 Self-rating (γ01) .07 .06 1.24  .07 .06 1.29 
 
Self-rating × 
Familiarity (γ11) .32 .18 1.75  .36 .20 .07 
Note. N= 304; SE= standard error 
*p < 0.05  
**p < 0.01  




Multilevel Analyses for Variables in Sample 3 
    Friendship   Prior Collaboration 




             
 
Intercept (β0) 4.18 .17 11.26***  4.22 .37 11.39*** 
 
Familiarity (β1) -1.74 1.24 -1.41  -2.87 1.37 -2.11* 
 Level 2        
 Self-rating (γ01) -.02 .09 -.23  -.03 .09 -.31 
 
Self-rating × 




              
 
Intercept (β0) 3.69 .18 21.05***  3.64 .18 2.81*** 
 
Familiarity (β1) .20 .52 .37  .75 .51 1.49 
 Level 2        
 Self-rating (γ01) .02 .05 .42  .03 .05 .59 
 
Self-rating × 
Familiarity (γ11) -.05 .16 -.31  -.21 .15 -1.40 
Collectivism Level 1               
 
Intercept (β0) 3.66 .29 12.65***  3.61 .29 12.49*** 
 
Familiarity (β1) -.05 1.04 -.48  .20 1.08 .18 
 Level 2        
 Self-rating (γ01) .08 .08 1.08  .09 .08 1.2 
 
Self-rating × 
Familiarity (γ11) .21 .28 .75  .03 .29 .92 
Exam Grade Level 1               
 
Intercept (β0) 3.11 .08 37.52***  3.11 .08 37.68*** 
 
Familiarity (β1) -.01 .32 -.01  .16 .40 .39 
 Level 2        
 Self-rating (γ01) .05 .01 3.28**  .05 .01 3.26** 
  
Self-rating × 




       
 Intercept (β0) 3.98 .09 46.55***  3.97 .09 46.45 
 Familiarity (β1) -.16 .29 .56  .18 .32 .56 
 Level 2        
 Self-rating (γ01) .00 .01 -.51  .00 .01 -.53 
 
Self-rating × 
Familiarity (γ11) .00 .04 .04  .00 .04 -.03 
Note. N=130; SE= standard error 
*p < 0.05  
**p < 0.01  
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Figure 2. Perceived and Self-rated Neuroticism Moderated by Friendship Ties 
 
 








Figure 4. Perceived and Self-rated Extraversion Moderated by Prior Collaboration 
 
 








Figure 6. Perceived and Actual Exam Grade Moderated by Friendship Ties 
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Appendix A- Interview Protocol 
I am studying how people choose teammates when forming work teams at work and school. I 
would like to get your feedback on which factors you consider when deciding whom you want to 
work with.  
 
I have several broad questions I’d like to ask that relate to how you decide whom to invite to join 
your work team. 
  
Think of the most recent occasion in which you invited someone to join your team for a work or 
school project 
  
1.     Briefly describe what led you invite that particular individual(s) to join your team. 
  a.      What stood out from these individuals that led you to choose them over other 
possible teammates? 
2. Could you provide a step-by-step example of a situation where you formed a team, and how it 
came together? (i.e., who asked whom, how they knew each other, etc.)  
3. Is the process of forming teams something you think about or does it just come together? In 
what ways?  
4. Do you always team with the same people or do you team with new people all the time? 
5. How do you decide to continue with a team or to change teams?  
6. What do you look for in a team? What factors are important to you? 
7. In general, how strategic are you about putting your teams together? Are other people casual 
about this or pretty serious? 
8. Are there different types of teams that you from? What are the different types?  
9. How do these teams form?  
10. Who initiates these teams? Are you usually the initiator of the team, or do you ask to join 
teams, or do you wait to be asked to join a team?  
11. How difficult is it to find people to join your team?  
 
 
The second set of questions is about the way that you team up with people more generally. 
You may think of teams that you have been on at work, at school, or in social settings like 
sports or clubs. 
 
1.     In general, what are the top 3 most important characteristics you look for when selecting a 
team member? 
a.     Why are these characteristics important to you? 
b.     How do you believe these characteristics lead to positive team outcomes?   
 2.     Do you choose to work with individuals who are more similar or more different from you? 
a. On which particular characteristics is it most important that your teammates be 
similar to you? 
b. On which particular characteristics is it most important that your teammates be 
different from you? 
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3. Next, please think of a specific team that you enjoyed being a part of that was important to 
you. Please tell me a little bit about this team: what was its goal? When were you on this team? 
Who were your teammates? How did you first meet these teammates? How did this team form?  
4. Next, please think of a specific team that you did not enjoy being a part of that was frustrating 
to you. Please tell me a little bit about this team: what was its goal? When were you on this 
team? Who were your teammates? How did you first meet these teammates? How did this team 
form? 
5. In general do you like working in teams? If given a choice, do you prefer working alone or in 
teams?  
6. What kinds of people do you work well with in teams? What kinds of people do you not like 
to work with in teams? 
7. Do you think you are a good team player? Why or why not?  
8. Is there anything else about your experiences working in teams that you think is relevant or 
important? 
 
